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and formulation of development policies. Such enquiries become 
all the more in^erative in view of the spurt in gro\Arth of urban 
population during 1971-81. The present paper is an attempt in 


this direction. It tries to look into three broad questions 


within the framework of the relationship between urban growth 
and economic development . 


1. iwhich regions and towns have exhibited relatively higher 


growth rates of urban population? Based on the assurrp 


tion that the pattern of urban growth varies from one 


which exhibited higher ra' 


s of growth of urban popula 


tion, especially during 1971-81 


2, VJhat could be the basis of urban population growth is 


forces of urban gro^^rth are mainly economic and originate 


in the availability and growth of employment opportunities 


in urban settlements, attracting urban inmigration. The 


external forces lead to positive linkages between rural 
and. urban economies, depending on the levels of develop- 
ment and incomes of the people in - rural areas on the one 
hand, and to forced migration from rural areas on the 
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3. How can urban development be integrated with the overall 
strategy of economic development? It may be mentioned 
here that from the Sixth Plan, the Government has been 
f more concerned about urban development within the purview 

^ of management of the cities and towns. The intent of the 

above question is therefore to examine that, to the 
extent the external factors have influenced the urban 
growth, how can the pace and pattern of urban growth be 
articulated for a more efficient process of economic 
de vclopmen t . 

The Framework of Analysis 

The above mentioned questions have been examined within the 
theoretical premises which take into consideration both posi- 
tive and negative aspects of urban growth relative to rural 
areas. On the positive side, it is 'urbanisation' which pro- 
ceeds on the basis of establishment, expansion and diversifi- 
cation of economic activities at central places a'nd in -urban 
settlements.^ Studies have shown that urban growth, relative 
to rural areas, is mainly the result of urban inmigration. 

It is also found that rural -urban migration occurs due to urban 
pulls as well as rural push factors that are mainly economic in 
nature."^ Urbanisation thus signifies the strength of the urban 
pulls leading to economic growth and positive changes in the 
occupational pattern,^ In this context, special significance 
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has been attached to groiorth of modern manufacturing sector 
because of its emp foment potential. Modem manufacturing uses 
more efficient technologies and its product market may extend 

g ■ 

beyond regional territories. The relationship between urbani- 
sation and growth of urban services is somewhat complex and 

7 

difficult to establish in this kind of an aggregative analysis. 
Urbanisation is thus the consequence of the dynamism of inter- 
nal. economic base, which is in turn reinforced by urban gro^^rth 

Q 

to a limit. The expansion and diversification of urban economic 
activities mvay also be based on 'external' factors, esj^ecially 

9 ' 

the positive linkages between rural and urban areas. Suen 
linkages are in terras of purchase of agricultural inputs, 
purchase and repairs of machinery and eqi.iipments and disposal 
of agricultural or agro-based products by the rural people in 
urban, markets on the one hand and extension of the market for 
urban goods to the rural areas on the other. This process 
would be evident especially in the regions vrhere agriculture is 
modernised and thereby disposable incomes of the rural people 
are higher. The negative aspects of urban groi-fth considered 
here is that of pressure of population on the urban economy, 
where the labour-force gets stocked into the residual informal 
.sector affecting the urban production and income structure. 

This kind of a situation signifies the r.A'lative strength of rural 
push factors, and has been referred to as 'excess growth' , being 
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small ■towns where the internal economic base happens to be 
generally weak or in agriculturally backward regions where the 
rural people tend to move out to urban areas in search of 
employment, due to economic compulsion. Lastly it appears 
desirable to mention that in a labour surplus economy like India, 
evidences of both 'urbanisation' and 'excess growth' would be 
found in all cities and towns . The distinction between the two 
lies practically in terms of judgement regarding the dominance 
of one over the other. 

Methodology 

The study is based on data from, the Census and other official 
12 

sources. At the errpirical level, first the relationship 
between level (Index) of urbanisation and rate of growth of 
urban population has been studied across 16 major states, having 
population above 5 million in 1981, over the periods 1951>-61, 
1961-71 and 1971-81, and across 54 districts of U.P. over the 
period 1971-81. This is followed by the analysis of size-growth 
relationship across 30 selected urban settlements. The basis 
of urban growth across the settlements and districts of U.P. 
has been examined with the help, of comparisons and correlation, 
coefficients, considering the stocks of development in the year 
1971 as well as the changes during 1971-81. It is assumed that 
the data on urban workforce available in the 1971 Census is ' ■ 


bv arid I a-rno r«omT-i,-Tr;5'hl .o iji-t-.h tihat rennrdinn 'Main v'forkers' in 
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by Index of urbanisation, proportion of workers engaged in the 


manufacturing sector, net output of the i'cctory sector, and th 


proportions of workers in the so-called predominantly urban 
(urbanising) sectors and predominantly rural (non-urbanising) 


sented by the corresponding flow variables. In order to 
identify the internal and external factors associated with the 


process of urbanisation or 'excess growth', empirical analysis 
has been carried out also across meaningful categories of 


relating to organisation of data, identification of the sample 
towns and defining the various categories of the districts and 


towns 


1971 there were 54 districts in U.P., while the 


number was 


I 97 I- 8 I. For sake of comparability therefore the total nxomber 
of observations in 1981 was reduced to 54 by merging Lalitpur 


with Jhansi and Ghaziabad with Meerut, The inter-town compa 


risons have been madeaero®« 30 sartple towns identified by the 


following procedure. Firstly, the towns were selected systema- 
tically from the list of towns in descending order of population 


minimum number from each size class 


thousand +, 20-99 thousand and below 20 thousand of population 
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in 1981. The tovms at the margins of these size classes 
replaced by others for clarity of comparisons, ensuring at the 
same time a fair dispersal of the selected thwns over different 
economic regions of the state. While selecting the towns, the 
Hill region of U.P. has been ignored because of its typical 
characteristics. ■ Coming to the district and town segments, 
they have been defined on the basis of Index of urbanisation 
(l0?4 + and below 10%y 1971) for districts. Cross Value of 
Agricultural Output (per hectare of net area sown, Rs.2700 +and 
below 2700 and per capita rural population, Rs.600 + and below 
600? 1976-77) for districts as well as for the selected settle- 
ments according to their location in particular districts, and 
the percentage of workers in the predominantly urban sectors 
i.e., ‘urbanising sectors' (85 + and below 85) for the settle- 
ment. Lastly, certain abbreviations and terras used in the 
present context are, explained below s 

lOU. ! Index of Urbanisation, i.e., percentage of 

urban population 

POP ; Population size, 1971 

TW s Percentage of total workers to population, 1971 

•UoW j Percentage. of workers in urbanising sectors, l97l 

NU8W s Percentage of workers in the non-urbanising 

sectors, 1971 

GVAO/NAS s Gross Value of Agricultural Output per hectare 
of net area sown (Rs.), 1976-77 

GVAOPCR s ■ Gross Value of Agricultural Output, per Capita 
rural population (I^s.), 1976-77 

POPGR j Percentage growth of urban population 
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TWGR 


Percentage groi\rth in no. of workers in the 
urbanising sectors/ 1971-81 


Percentage growth in no. of workers in the 
non-urbanising sectors, 1971-81. 


KUSGR 


Non-U, 


so-called ‘predominantly 


non-urbanising sectors represent the residual and so-called 
‘predominantly rural' activities. The concepts of urbanising 
and non-urbanising sectors are suited in a country like India 
where the dichotomy between industry and agriculture is marked 
and where agriculture has not directly been the basis of 
urbanisation. The 1981 Census however does not provide the 


workforce data corresponding to these activity groups at 


size of urbanising sectors have been studied with the help of 
workforce data for the occupational category of 'other workers 
The non -urban! sing sector ■: comprises agriculture and household 
industries in urban areas. The 1971 Census data has also been 
grouped accordingly for inter-district and inter-tovm analyses 


ions and Towns 


The 'better-off, regions (or districts) are characterised by 
relatively high Index of urbanisation and agricultural produC' 
tivity, and the'- better of f towns at^-'bhe ones that are either 




large in size or located in agriculturally developed regions 
(districts) . They are better~off by implications of their 


between urban growth and economic development. By that token 


the worse-off regions and settlements are the remaining ones 


urban orowth, section III examines th 


of urban growth, section IV analyses the trends of 'urbanisation 


in relation to growth of towis in U.P. and section V presents 


II. Trends in Urban Growth 


It is seen that the proportions of urban population have sub- 
stantially increased during 1901-81 from 10,84 per cent to 
23.31 per cent in India and from 11,09 per cent to 17,95 per 
cent in case of U.P. with intermittant fluctuations (Table 1) 


There fluctuations are attributed to various , reasons, such as 


outbreak of plague epidemic causing mass exodus from cities and 
towns in 1911, influenaa epidemic in 1918 because of which there 
was a decline in the size of population during 1911-21, a set 
back to urban growth during 1921-31 caused by the Great 
Depression of 1930 's, a high rate of growth of urban population 
over 1931-41 due to industrial growth in wake of the Second 
IJorld War and an exclusive impact of migration of refugees on 




the 1941-51 trend resulting from partition of India in 1947. 

These fluctuations are more evident from the percentages of 

rural and urban population over the corres- 

of 

Mention may also bo made/a marked 


growth of total, 
ponding periods (Table 2) 

decline in the rate of growth of urban population duj.ing .‘1-63 

■ ■ ' ' ] 

which resulted from adoption of a stricter definition of 

percentage 

During 1961-71 the urban population grev7 at the/rates of 28.23 
in case of India and 30.68 in U.P. Finally, there has been a 
spurt in urban population gro^-jth during 197 1-81; a good number 
of 1054 towns were added by the Census Authorities in case of 
India and 383 towns in case of U.P. Thus, while most of the 
time upto 1961 the trends of urbanisation were distorted, it 
would be interesting to examine whether the urban growth during 
I97I-8I, accounted for by the new towns to certain extent, 
conforms to the process of urbanisation. This aspect is 
summarily studied, taking the case of U.P., while looking at 
chanacs in ■thct si! 2 e distribution of to'wns* 


The size distribution of to^^ms in U.P. (Table 3) shows that 
the proportion of towns below 5,000 population drastically 
declined in l96l due to adoption of stricter definition of 
towns. During 1971-81, the proportions of towns and town 
population in the size class helow 10,000 increased phenome- 
na-lly/with the/ 383 new towns representing. 16.29 per cent of the 
urban population having been added in 1981. These figures 

4-r^ r-ririRid^'m-hlv hich as comoared with addition of only 
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50 new towns accounting for 3.l0 per cent of urban population 
in the year 197 1. Of the new towns added in 1981, as 

many as 377 belonged to population classes below 10,000. The 
number of towns in the size class 5,000~9999 also increased 
substantially from 94 in 1971 to 236 in 1981 ( Table 4 ). 

Prima facie therefore the spurt in growth of urban population 
in the state during 1971-81 may not be treated simply as an 
administrative phenomenon. .But at the same time it may also 
be noted that the growth of; small towns during this period has 
greatly influenced the city size structure, so much so that 
even the average per town population has declined from a round 
about figure of 37 thousand in 1971 to 28 thousand in 1981, 

The main observations emerging from the above analysis of data 
presented in Table 1-4 are as follows. First, there has been 
an accelerated growth in urban population in the country as 
well as in U,P,, especially during l960's and 1970 's. Second, 
upto the year 1971, the urban growth rates in U.P, were rela- 
tively lower than those for India as a whole. But during 
1971-81, the rate of growth of urban population in the state 
exceeded that for the country. And third, to the extent the 
recent trends indicate the process of urbanisation, there seems 
to be a break-through in the pace of the country's economic 
development, and more so in U.P. ' • ' ' 
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III # Int:er*-RBaio3 ^ ^^ Pattern 

This section examined three broad questions : wnioh are the 
regions exhibiting relatively high rates of growth of urban 
population? HOW far does the urban growth oonfona to the 
process of urbanisation? And, whether the urban growth during 

iqti ftl has besn of th© sams kind, on 
the last Census decade i 97 i-bi- nas oetn . 

qualitatively different from that upto 1971? 



sing to note that the urban population grow^n 
generally been higher in the regions with lower 
3 X of urbanisation (lOU) . This pattern is evident 
Dns of the rates of growth of urban population. 

1961-71 and 1971-81 with the values of lOU for 
s 1951 , 1961 and 197 1. across 16 major states of 
5) and the two way frequency distribution of 
U.P. by classes of lOU for 1971 and POPOl 1971-81 

'he values of correlation coefficients (r) between 

1961 and 1971 and POPGR in the ensuing decades 
L -71 and 197 1-81 across the 16 states come to -0.7. 
.76 respectively, all of them being statistically 

' Similarly, across the 54 districts of U.P., the 
between lOU for 1971 and POPGR (1971-81) comes to 

ficant at 1% level. 


which is 
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Coming to the next question, as to what could be the basis for 
urban population growth up to I 97 I and in the ensuing decade, it 
may be noted that lOU (1971) is strongly correlated with net 
output of the manufacturing sector, especially the Registered 
sector across the districts (Table 7). The relationships between 
the corresponding flow variables over 1971-81, as shown in the 
table are vreak, perhaps due to time lag involved in the process 
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of adjustments. It also leaves open the- question as to 
whether the growth of population during 197 1-81 provides the 
real picture of urban growth ini the state of U.P. Further 
POPGR ( 197 1-81) is •positively associated with agricultural 
productivity (GVAO/NAS and GVAOPGR), particularly across the 
districts with lOU (1971) values above* lO (Table 8), This 
suggests that rural-urban linkages could provide the basis for 
urbanisation, but they get GOnsiderable strength only beyond a 
cut-off level of development in rural areas. 

IV. Growth of Towns and Urbanisation in U.P, 

This section is based on analysis of data for the 30 sample 
towns. The main questions examined here are s which towns have 
grown at relatively faster rates during 1971-81? And, what is 
the pattern of correspondence between growth of town population 
and urbanisation? 

During the period 1971-81, the rates of growth of population 
were relatively higher in the ^ towns that are small (below 0,1m) 


or located in agriculturally developed regions (GVAO/NAS 2700 + 
and GVAOPGR 600 +) or have a stronger internal base. 
as evident from Table 9, These relationships are ..also observed 
from the values of r between size of population 197 1 (POP) and 
POPGR (1971-81) shown in Table 11, The basis for this kind of 
behaviour of urban growth rates needs to be examined by taking 
into view the sources of growth of population (natural growth, 
extension of town boundaries and pattern of urban inmigration) 
vis-a-vis the quantitative.. and qualitative aspects of changes 
in the availability of urban employraont opportunities. The 
analysis in the present context is however based on three 
simplifying assumptions. First, inter-town differences in 
population growth are mainly due to the differences in the 
net inmigration. Second, bulk of the inmigration in the sele- 
cted towns has been from rural areas. And third, the overall 
quality of eiTployment in an urban settlement is revealed by 
the relative magnitudes of employment in the urbanising and 
non-urbanising sectors. In the foregoing analysis, the nature 
of correspondence between population grovfth rate and urbanisa- 
tion has been examined, by considering first the stocks of 
development in 197 1 and then the changes occursd during 1971-81. 

It may be observed that while the proportion of working popula- 
tion in 1971 (Ti^) hardly differs among various categories of 
towns, the percentages of workforce in the urbanising and non- 
urbanising sectors (USW and NUSW) ' vary respect ivcly from 
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65.14 to 90.70 and from 9.73 to 34.86, showing the relative 
strength ot the urbanising sector in providing urban amploy- 
ment opportunities. Further, the proportion of USW to NUSW 
varies from 7.61 to 9.18 among the 'better-off* categories of 
towns (explained in section I) and from 1.87 to 5.27 among the 
remaining 'worse-off categories of tovms, against the overSill 
average of 6.66. This ratio may be taken as a positive indi- 
cator of the quality of employment in relative term.s. The 
analysis thus leads to three observations. First, upto the 
year 1971, the towns have been able to absorb the growth in 
their population by providing employment opportunities, irres- 
pective either of the differences in thc.ir population growth 
rates or of their potential of economic growth. Consequently 
the absorption of population has been qualitatively different. 
Second, the economic basis of urban growth has been provided 
mainly by the urbanising sectors, and more particularly by the 
manufacturing sector as is generally believed. And third, the 
economies of small, unfavourably located and industrially 
backward towns, constituting the 'worse-off category, happen 
to be much less productive as compared with the better-off 

towns due to marginal absorption of labour-force in the .residual 

, 18 
sectors. 

Coming to the changes during 1971-81, let us refer to Table 10 
which depicts the growth rates, of population, working population, 
and workers in urbanising and ,non -urbanising sector (POFGR, 



TWGR, USGR ana NUSGR) and differonces among those entitles 
across the various categories ot towns, along withaffable 11 
which shows the oorrospondlng values of correlation coefficient. 
Cr). Whereas a high degree of correspondence is noticed between 
POPGR and TWGR in general, this relation is found to be stronger 
in oases of the better-off town categories with hardly meaning- 
ful differences between POPGR and TWGR^® and higher values of 
r between these two variables. In these town categories 
growth rate of workers in the non-urbanising sector WUSGR) also 
oonpared well with or even exceeded POPGR, with values of r 
between these two variables being positive and significant. Por 
the better-off towns again, there was also a high degree of 
correspondence between USGRand NUSGR, indicating simultaneous 
growth of the urbanising and non-utbanlslng sectors, the en- 
tities U3W and NUSW are fairly close to each other with positive 
and significant values of r. The situation in the small un- 
favourably located and Industrially backward (worse-off) towns 
however appears to be quite different. In these towns cate- 
gories USGR was considerably lower than PDPGR, while the NUSGR 

inin'hc? of POPGR Biid USGR. 
was much lower than the corresponding values 

The values of r between POPGR and NUSGR and between USGR and^ 
NUSGR are also invariably negative. The 'worse-off categories 
of towns thus exhibit marginal absorption of 'the labour-force 
in the residual non-urbanising sectors, forced by the pressure 

x: ' m-hiriin "hn a ,l3.'2rOB- 


> ‘ ' ‘ ‘el r'r’ ^ . 
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V. Conclusions 

Let us recap itual ate the first two questions regarding urban 
growth 2 (1) which regions and toms have relatively high 

growth rates of urban population ? And (2) what could be the 
basis of urban population growth in different regions and 
towns? The empirical analysis with regard to these questions 
provides some interesting evidences as described here onward. 
Attention has been paid subsequently to the next question s 
(3) How can urban development be integrated with the overall 
strategy of economic development? 

It is interesting to note that urban population in less urba- 
nised regions has grown at significantly higher rates than in 
regions where the proportion of urban population was relatively 
higher in the base year, as observed across 16 states over the 
periods 1951-61, 1961-71 and 1971-81 and across 54 districts of 
U.P, over I 97 I- 8 I. Likewise a negative relationship between' 
population size and growth rate is also found across the urban 
settlements. Paster growth in urban population is also 
evident in cases of agriculturally or industrially developed 
regions and the towns that are either located in agriculturally 
developed regions or have strong industrial base. To that 
extent there is indication that urban growth is accompanied by 
economic development, especially in large, industrially deve- 
loped and favourably located' towns. But majority of towns are 

urban 

small and located ±1 backward regions. The lecent spurt iri/growth 
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therefore cannot regarded simply- ias a break through in pace 
of economic development. 

Coming to the second question, it is found that growth or urban 
population is more or less fully absorbed in the urban economy 
at least quantitatively? there were hardly any meaningful^ ^ ^^^^^ 
differences in the proportions of working population across the 
different categories of towns. In the absorption of labour- 
force the modern (Registered) manufacturing sector played very 
significant role as found on the basis of inter-district analy- 
sis. At the settlement levels, there have been evidences of 
positive role played by modern manufacturing end service sectors 
taken together, referred to as urbanising sectors, both directly 
by providing employment to large proportions of workers and 
indirectly by creating conditions of faster growth of the labour 
intensive residual sector. In towns which are either large 
(0.1 m 4) or located in agriculturally developed regions or 
have relatively strong economic base, the rates of growth of 
employment in the modern manufacturing and tertiary sectors 
taken together were higher than in other categories of towns. 
Further, in the former town categories the rates of growth of 
employment in the residual sectors wore even higher than those 
in the nt^dom manufacturing and services sectoxs taken together. 
But the situation in the other categories of small disadvanta- 
geously located and industrially backward towns is found to be 
basically different with, employment in modern manufacturing and 



service sectors growing at relatively lower rates and that 
the residual sectors growing at much lo'Wer rates. It may b© 
added, here- that labour absorption in the residual (informal) 
sector in the worse-off town might be increasing due to the 
growth of labour-force beyond the absorption capacity of the 
modern urban sector. This kind of labour absorption is essen- 
tially marginal, less productive and more burdensome, oppoS^^fS 
to the trends of urbanisation in to^/jns that are relatively 13^*3^ 
in size, have strong economic base and are located in agrionl" 
turally developed regions. 

The findings described above leadiuto three main conclusions- 
First, as observed with the help of inter-state analysis ovo^ 
the periods 1951-61, 1961-71 and 1971-81, and inter-districb 
and inter-town analysis over 1971-81, the pattern of urban 
population growth is re-distributive in character, making b-bts 
distribution of urban population over regions and towns, lesS 
skewed. Second, while studying the phenomenon of urban gro^bb 
it is desirable to take into account the relative strength® ^ 
the forces 'internal* as well 'external' to urban territori^®* 
It would appear that 'urbanisation' proceeds on the basis 
both 'internal' and 'external' factors, while overstocking 
of labour in backward urban economics occurs due to exterb^^L 
factors at the cost of productivity and economic developmebb. 
Lastly, if small towns continue to, grow at relatively high 


rates in spite of the economic base being weak as observed 
during 1971-81^ it' is a matter of concern. Within the framework 
of this study, it would imply increasing gaps in the availabi- 
lity of productive and gainful enrployment opportunities and 
relative stagnation of regional and sub-regional economies at a 
fairly wide scale. As such the spurt in growth of urban 
population during 1970 's may not be looked upon necessarily 
as an evidence of a breakthrough in the. pace of economic 
development. 

Finally, referring to the question as to how can urban develop- 
ment be integrated with the strategy of economic development, 
let us also take note of the existing urban development policy. 
As pointed out earlier, the Government is concerned for miti- 
gating the problems of housing and availability of urban 
services, containing unwanted growth and concentration of urban 
population by channelising investments in the vicinity of 
small and mediiim towns, making allocations for towns according 
to their functional requirements with ert^hasis on industrial 

development, and improving quality of life of the urban people 

21 

by improvement of slums, sanitation, garbage removal etc. 

Thus, urban development has essentially been a subject of city 
management, and to that extent isolated from real situations 
of change or stagnation outside the urban territories. In this 
context it may be reckoned that urban problems get 
intensified due to overflow of inmigrants, resulting from 
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external factors, especially the poor state of agriculture and 
low incomes of the people in (.rural areas. Therefore, while 
-efforts at,. containing growth of cities and inproving the quality 
of life of urban people have their own merits in the ongoing 
situation, greater attention needs also to be paid for intensi- 
"■fying agricultural and rural development in backward regions 
and in the vicinity of smaller and industrially backward towns 
for a long term healthy trends of urbanisation and the overall 
development of the economy. 

Comments 

Certain comments referring to the negative relationship between 
population size and population growth rate across the 30 sample 
towns of U.P, are as follows; 

1, Such an evidence was not clearly found in earlier studies 
referring to India, The possibility of a bias in the excer- 
cise due to the small sample size of 30 towns out of the total 
of 704 in 1981 shoiold not be ignored. 

2, The phenomena may be an statistical evidence obviating 
from low population base in small towns, 

3, Relatively faster growth of population in smaller towns 
that are located in agriculturally developed areas may be in 
response to growth of industrial activity in such towns. 

4, Relative deterioration in income levels and living conditioHS 
of the people in agriculturally backward regions may lead to 
migration in the- - nearby towns to a greater extent 

and most of such towns may be relatively small in size. 



Popiilation of India and Uttar Pradesh 


as 

of India 


252093 48155 19. lO 226 1 5 2 4 3 248 19. 12 2 59 4 2 4 9 07 

(10.29) (10.19) 


1931 278977 49780 17.84 245521 44211 18.01 33456 5569 

(11.99) (11.19) 


1941 318661 -5535 17,74 274507 49519 18.04 44153 7016 

(13.86) • (12.41) 


16.28 6 2444 86 26 

(17.29) (13.64) 


1961 439235 73755 16.79 360298 64275 17.84 78937 9480 

(17.97) (12.84) 


1971 548160 88341 16.12 439046 75952 17.30 109114 12389 

(19.91) (14.02) 


1981 685185 110862 16, 18 525457 90963 17.31 159727 19899 

(23.31) (17.95) 


Figures in parentheses are the percentages of urban 
to total population. 


Note 
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Total Rural Urban Diffe 

rence 


’population of district Tuensang of Nagaland 
(7025 in 1951 and 134275 in 1961) not taken 
into account as this area was censused first 
time in 1951. 

Census of India, 19.81, Series 22,.u,P., Part XA 
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Table 3 s, T oym Size Distribut ion in 

. p rarest! : 




Population Size 
Group (1000) 

N/P 

19Q1 

1931 

196 1 

1971 

,1981 



N 

1.53 

1.85 

5.99 

6 . 59 

4.26 


I. 100 or more 

P 

23.86 

27.49 

49.97 

52.89 

47.23 



N . 

2.40 

2.55 

6.34 

6.29 

5.40 


II. 50 - 99.999 

P 

13.97 

13.96 

12.94 

11 -.56 

13.13 



N 

4.37 

6.71 

19.7 2 

21. 26 

13.92 


III. 20 - 49.999 

P 

11.42 

15.34 

17. 80 

17.87 

14 . 48 



N 

15.50 

15.05 

28.87 

29.94 

30.54 


IV.. 10 - 19.999 

P . 

18.48 

15.83 

11.91 

11.56 

14.84 



N 

35.81 

■31.71 

29.93 

28.14 

33.52 


V. 5 - 9,999 

P 

20.95 

16.81 

6.79 

5.67 

8.80 



N 

40.39 

42.13 

9.15 

7.78 

12.36 


VI, Vpto 4.999 

P 

11.32 

10.57 

0.59 

0 . 45 

1.52 




Percentage of the number of towns in a size 
group, and 

Percentage of urban population in towns of 
corresponding size group. 

Census of India 1971, Series 21 , Uttar Pradesh 
Part II-A, General Population Tables, bo ^ , 
1981, Series 22, Uttar Pradesh, Part XA, Town 
directory, September 3, 1983. 
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Table 4 s Niimber of Towns and Population by 
Size Glasses In Uttar Pradesh - 
■ , i96l^ I 97 I and 1981 


population Size 

— T / I 

No. 

of Towns . 

...population . 

( '000) 

CJl. ao 

\ UUU J 

1961 

1971 

1981 

1961 

1971 

9l8l 

I. 

loo or more 

17 

22 

30 

47 37 . 
(279) 

6 55 2 
(298) 

9398 

( 313 ). 

M 

H 

• 

50 - 99.999 

18 

21 ■ 

38 

1227 
( 68) 

1443 
( 69) 

2612 
( 69) 

III. 

20 ~ 49.999 

56 

71 

98 

16 87 
( 30) 

2214 
( 31) 

2881 
. ( 29) 

> 

H 

10 - 19.999 

82 

loo 

215 

1130 
■( 14) 

1431 

( 14) 

2954 
( 14) 

V. 

5 - 9.999 

85 

94 

236 

643 
( 8) 

703 
( 7) 

1751 
( 7) 

VI. 

Upto 4.999 

26 

26 

87 

56 

( 2) 

56 

( 2) 

803 
( ' 3) 

All 

Classes 

284 

334 

704 

9480 

C 33) 

12389 
( 37) 

19899 
( 28) 


Note : Figures in parehtheses'sbow' tft'e"''avera'ge 

population (*000) per town. 

Source ! Census of. India/ Town Directory of U.P,/ 
1971 and 1981. 
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Table 5 s - Index of Urbanisation and Urban Population 
Growth Rates in Major Indian States, 1951-81 


States with 

Urban gopulation?^: 

urban population GroWl-h% 

population 5 
million + in 1981 

1951 1961 1971 

1951-61 1961-71 1971-81 


1. 

Maharashtra 

28.75 

22.22 

31.17 

21.32 

40.75 

39.99 

2. 

Tamil Kadu 

24.35 

26.69 

30. 26 

22.59 

38.64 

27.97 


Gujarat 

27.28 

25.77 

28.08 

20.07 

41.00 

41.42 

4. 

West Bengal 

23.88, 

24.45 

24.75 

35.97 

28.41 

31.72 

5. 

Karnataka 

22.95 

17.80 

24.31 

18.26 

35.23 

50,54 

6. 

Pun j ab 

21.72 

12.64 

23.73 

29.06 

25.27 

44.51 

7. 

Andhra Pradesh 

17.42 

17.44 

19.31 

15.76 

33.92 

48.64 

8. 

Jammu & Kashmir 

14.05 

16.66 

18 .-59 

29.77 

44.6 5 

46 . 86 

9. 

Haryana 

17.07 

17.23 

17.66 

35.02 

35.58 

59 . 47 

10. 

Raj asthan 

18.50 

16.28 

17.63 

11.04 

38.47 

58.69 

11. 

Madhya Pradesh 

12.02 

14. 29 

16.29 

47.70 

16.67 

56.03 

12. 

Kerala 

13.48 

15.11 

16.24 

39.89 

35.72 

37.64 

13. 

Uttar Pradesh 

13.64 

12.85 

14.02 

9.90 

30.68 

60,62 

14. 

Bihar 

6.77 

8.43 

10.00 

49.03 

43.95 

54.76 

15. 

Assam 

4. 28 

6.50 

8.87 

126.15 

66.80 

54. 27 

16. 

Orissa 

4.06 

6.32 

8.41 

86.78 

66,31 

68.54 


India 

17.30 

18.03 

19.91 

26.41 '■ 

38.24 

46. 38 


Source : Based 

. on Census of 

India, 

1971 and 

1981. 



Table 6 t Numbex of Districts by Index of 
Urban! ration 1971 and Urban 



Population Growth 

Rate 

1971-81 

(Number) 

in Uttar 

Pradesh 



Index of 

Urbanisation 

1971 

Urban Population Growth 

%, 1971- 

Ql 

_ Total 

Below 50 

50-75 

75-100 

100+ 


20 + 

8 ■ 

1 

2 

• v'-i 

11 

10 - 20 

2 

5 

5 •i;:' 


12 

5-10 

3 

6 

5 

5 

19 

Below 5 



1 

11 

12 

Total 

13 

12 

13 

■16 

54 


(Correlation coefficient between index o f Urbani~ 
sation and urban population growth rati7= -0,46, 
significant at 1% level) . ■ 


Table 7 
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* Growth Related with Economic Base 

Across Districts of Uttar Pradesh 


(correlation coefficient, r) 


Economic Base 

URBAN POPULATION 

Percentage to Growth 

total population % 

1971 

r t value r t 

1971-81 

value 

1. Stock, 1971-72 

a) Net Output, Registered 

Manufacturing 

0,56 

4.82** 

X 

X 

b) Net Output, Unregistered 
Manufacturing 

0.41 

3.24** 

. X, 

X 

c) Net Output, Total 

Manufacturing 

0.53 

4.54''-* 

X 

X 

d) Net Output, Commodity 
Sectors 

0. 27 

2.00** 

X 

X 

2. Growth, 1971-72 to 1979-80 % 

a) Net Output, Registered 

Manufacturing 


X 

0. 21 

1.55 

b) Net Output, Unregistered 
Manufacturing 

X 

X 

0. 19 

0,43 

c) Net Output, Total 

Manufacturing 

X 

'■ ,x 

' 0.33 

2. 49* 

d) Net Output, Comrtwodity 
Sectors 

X 

X 

-0.17 

1. 23 


No, of observations : 54; t values with *; ■^Significant at 5% level 

**. Significant at 1 % level 


Note s The estimates of net output for 1971-72 and 1979-80 used 
in this exercise are three-year averages, respectively 
over 1970-71, 1971-72 and 1972-73 and 1978-79, 1979-80 and 
1980-81 at constant prices of 1970-71. The averaging was 
done in order to reduce annual fluctuations of net output 
values especially for the agriculture sector. The year- 
wise figures were taken from the bulletins of Districtwise 
Net Output, published by the Government of Uttar Pradesh, 
State Planning Institute, Lucknow, 
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Table 8 s . Level of. Agricultural Development and 
. . ^'rban: Growth Across Districts of Uttar 
Pbadesh 


(correlation coefficient^ r) 


No.-of. Gross Value of Agricultural 

Urban Growth obser- Output 19-76-77 (Rs.) 

vat ions Per hectare of 'Per capita • ^ ^ 

net area sown rural population 

X , t value r t value ' 


1. Percentage growth of 
. urban Population, 1971-81 


a) 

All districts 


54 

0.03 

0. 20 - 

b) 

Districts with 
10% or more 

lOU 

23 

0.54 

2.97** 

c) 

Districts with 
below l0% 

lOU 

31 

0.07 

0.37 

Percentage point increase 
in the Index of Urban! 
sat ion (lOU) 




a) 

All districts 


54 , 

0.06 

0. 27 

b) 

Districts with 
lQi% or more 

lO.U . 

23 

0.53 

2.87** 

c) 

Districts with 
below l0% 

lOU 

31 

0.01 

0.08 


■0.16 

1. 20 

0.60 

'3.49** 

o 

• 

o 

0.19 


0.53 

3.02** 

0.54 

2.96 ** 

0.40 

2.34* 


i < . 

Significant at 5% level 

if: , 

Significant at 1% level 
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Table 9 ',.- s Population Growth 19,71-81 and Distribution 
of i'vork Force. 197 ! in Selected Towns of UP 
by Town Categories 



Population size, 1971 

Percentage growth of town population, 1971-81 

Percentage of working population, 1971 

Percentage of workers engaged in urbanising 
sectors 1971; urbanising sectors explained 
in section I, - . . . 

Percentage of workers engaged in non- 
urbanising {i.e,, residual) sector, 1971. 


NUSW 


' Town Categories 

Wo, of 
Towns 

POPGR 

Tvv 

US'w' 

NUSW 

USW s 
NUSW 

1. POP 







a) 0, 1 m + 

15 

30.76 

27 . 49 

88.39 

11.61 

7,61 

b) below 0,1 m 

15 

33.75 

29.12 

65. 14 

34.86 

1.87 

2, GVAO/NAS 







a) 2700 + 

17 

31. 44 

27.51 

90. 27 

9.73 

9 . 28 

b) below 2700 

13 

28.70 

27.90 

72.27 

27.73 

2.61 

3. GVAOPCR 







a) 6 00 + 

16 

34.96 

27.64 

89.81 

10.19 

8.81 

-b) below 600 

14 

26.89 

27.53 

84.05 

15.95 

5.27 - 

4. USW 







a) 85 + 

16 

31.25 

27.44 

,90.70 

'9.93 

9.15 

b) below 85 

14 

29 . 45 

28.27 

69.83 

30.17 

2.31 

All Towns 

30 

30.94 

27.59 

86.94 

13.06 

6.66 
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TaBl© - -lO.. 


Relative Dimensdons of Growth Rates of 
Population' Wor>c-- force in yagious 



l97i-81 ■ 



1 









POPGR- 

POPGR- 

■ POPGR- 

Share in 
TWGR Of 

Town Categories 

.TWGR 

USGR 

NUSGR 

TWGR 

USGR* 

NUSGR 

USGR 

NUSGR 

1. POP 









a) 0, 1 m, + 

27.84 ' 

27.90 

27.39 

2.92 . 

2.86 

3.37 

38.58 

11.42 

b) below 0.1m 

23.57 

26. 10 

18.85 

10. 18 

7.65 

14.90 

72,12 

27.88 

2. GVAO/NAS 









a) '2700 + 

28.78 

28.42 

3 2. 14 

2,66 

3.02 

-0.70 

89 . 14 

10.86 

b) below 2700 

22. 29 

24,53 

16,44 

• 6.41 

4.17 

12.26 

79.55 

20 . 45. 

3. GVAOPCR 









■ a) 6 00 + 

36 . 26 

'32.59 

39.17 

1.70 

2.37 

-4.21 ' 

87.99 

12.01 

b) below 600 

21.85 

22.69 

17.46 

5.04 

4.20 

9.43 ' 

87.25 

12.75 

4. USW 









a) 85 + 

28. 25 

27 . 84 

32.27 

3.00 

3.41 

-1.02 

89.37 

10.63 

b) below 85 

24.51 ' 

27.71 

17. IT 

■ •4.94 

1.74 

12.34 

79.94 

21.06 

All Towns 

27.58 

27.82 

25.96 

3.36 

3. 12 

4.98 

87.70 

12.30 


Note : Source of the abbreviations used in this table are explained in 
Table 9. The others are s TWGR : percentage gro^^h- of working 
population 1971-81? USGR : percentage growth of workers in 
urbanising sectors 1971-81? NUSGR s Percentage growth of workers 
in non -urbanising (i.e., residual) sectors 1971-81. 
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. t. Poigulatio n Growth ;-Rates ■ Relat-ed with Population 

Gro wtlvRi'ter 6-g- -Jo1:ai:'- and ^ 

. Workforce Rel ■■fon6nq"'Ead:h--orhP.r for V arinu.c! 
- . § , '*^®qo^4gS. o f Selected To^Ainl'^iH'"!^ 1971-81 ” 


Town Cateaories 


No, of 
ctser- 
vati- 
ons 


(Correlation co ef-f icients)- 


POPGR with 


TWGR with 


USGR 

with 


NUSGR USGR Nui^ NUSGR 



1, POP 

3 ) 0, 1 m + 
b) below 0,1 m 

2. GVAO/NAS 


-0.29 0.93** 0 , 91** 0. 
-0.45 * 0.64** 0 
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7. First, it is difficult to measure and allocate the aggre- 
gate demand for serviGes among the household sector, 
industrial sector and the service sector itself. There 
are variety of services constituting the organised sector 
at one end and informal sector on the other, -where it is 
difficult to locate which component of the service sector 
caters to which sector of the urban economy. Second, not 
ail services, produced in a city, get established and 
grow on the basis of in-city demand. Mills Edwin S. and 
Charles M. Becker (1936) at No. quote that Bombay caters 
the whole country with its financial services and Delhi 
from the governmental services. Third, basic services 

in India is supplied nc-^t by private sector on commercial 
basis but by the Go.vornmont on a subsidised basis. The 
availability of services at a point of time therefore 
hardly reflects the size of effective demand at a point 
of time. 
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11. It may be observed that rural urbanisation, being also 
influenced by economic sit-uation in rural areas, is not 
closely related to conditions 'internal* to the towns 
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hand are likely to have relatively weak economic base not 
much of employment potential, to offer to the migrants 

|;q|5|S;|cdminigq'inf*.diie-^i.bg;;;-puS'hq:ifsit:;d^ 
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infering trends, e.g. see Krishnamurty> - J, (.1984.), 
“Changes in the Indian Work Force", 

Weekly , Vol.l9, No, 50, December 15, 
urban jobs are relatively more regular in nature where 
identification of workers is more straight forward and 
clear than in rural areas where there are multiplicity of 
occupations as well as underemployment. 
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